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REASONS FOR PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 



Sir: 



Applicant seeks pre-appeal review of the rejection of claims 1-7, 11-17, 21-24, and 26-32 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). As to the § 103(a) rejection of the independent claims, claim 1 is 
representative. 

The Examiner's rejection of claim 1 under § 103(a) is clearly erroneous, at least for the 
following reasons. First, the primary reference, Powell, fails to teach or suggest the subject 
matter contended by the Examiner. Specifically, Powell fails to teach or suggest converting 
characters to a first code format if the characters are of a first type, and converting characters to a 
second code format if they are of a second type. In this regard, Powell utterly fails to teach or 
suggest conversion of characters. Instead, as further set forth in Applicant's Reply to Office 
Action Mailed May 5, 2005 (mailed July 29, 2005), p. 6, Powell merely teaches mapping 
document representations to target values. 

The rejection of claim 1 is further clearly erroneous, as none of the cited references 
anywhere teach or suggest conversion of characters to a first code format having a double-byte 
length if the characters are of a first type, and conversion of characters to a second code format 
having a multiple double-byte length if characters are of a second type. In this regard, the 
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Examiner concedes that neither Powell nor the secondary reference Taieb teach or suggest this 
claimed subject matter. Instead, the Examiner purports to rely on Rojas. However, Rojas only 
teaches converting single-byte characters into double-byte characters. Nowhere, however does 
Rojas anywhere teach or suggest performing such converting based on a type of the character. 
Nor do the other references. 

In any event, the §103 (a) rejection of claim 1 is further clearly erroneous as nowhere does 
Rojas anywhere teach or suggest conversion of characters into a format having "a multiple 
double-byte length" as recited by claim 1. Nor do any of the other references. In this regard, 
the Examiner is utterly silent as to any teaching or suggestion in the prior art of conversion of 
characters into a code format having a multiple double-byte length. Final Office Action (mailed 
October 21, 2005), pp. 2-4. Accordingly, the Examiner fails to set forth a prima facie case of 
obviousness with respect to the subject matter of claim 1. For at least these reasons, the rejection 
of the independent claims is clearly erroneous and accordingly all claims are patentable. 

Dependent claims 2, 12 and 22 stand rejected under §103 (a) over Powell, Taieb and 
Rojas and in further view of Lincke. The rejection of these claims under §103 (a) is clearly 
erroneous at least for the same reasons discussed above regarding claim 1. Furthermore, the 
rejection is clearly erroneous as Lincke utterly fails to teach or suggest the subject matter of these 
dependent claims, namely receiving a web page in a plane, row, and column format. In this 
regard, Lincke only teaches that HTML documents include tags and attributes associated with 
text, tables and forms. However Lincke wholly fails to anywhere teach or suggest web pages in 
a format including planes. See RCE Amendment (mailed April 8, 2005), p. 7; and Reply to 
Office Action Dated May 5, 2005 (mailed July 29, 2005), pp. 7-8. Nothing in the Examiner's 
support from Lincke even remotely teaches or suggests use of such planes. Final Office Action 
(mailed October 21, 2005), p. 6 (citing Lincke, col. 3, Ins. 6-33 and col. 21, In. 65-col. 22, In. 8). 
Again, the Examiner fails to set forth any teaching, suggestion, or motivation for the claimed 
plane format and thus a prima facie case has not been set forth for these dependent claims. For 
this further reason, the rejection of claims 2, 12 and 22 is clearly erroneous. 

The rejection of claims 3-4 and 13-14 is further clearly erroneous, as these dependent 
claims depend from claims 2 and 12, which stand rejected under §103 over a combination of four 
references. However, these claims 3-4 and 13-14 stand rejected under §103(a) only under three 
references. Accordingly, the rejection of these claims is clearly erroneous as the Examiner fails 
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to provide prima facie support for the subject matter of claims 2 and 12 from which these claims 
depend. 

Because the rejection of the pending claims under § 103(a) is clearly erroneous, the need 
for an appeal should be avoided. 
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